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REMARKS 

The Office Action of June 16, 2005 was received and reviewed. Applicants would 
like to thank the Examiner for the consideration given to the above-identified applicahon. 

Claims 1-3 and 6-14 and 19-48 were pending prior to the instant amendment By this 
amendment, claims 1, 2, 3. 13 and 14 are amended. Claims 4-5 and 15-18 have been 
cancelled previously. Consequently, claims 1-3, 6-14 and 19-48 are currently pending m the 
instant application, of which claims 1-3, 13 and 14 are independent. 

Referring now to the detailed Office Action, claims 1-3, 6-14, 19-43 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable over Yamazaki (U.S. Patent 4,727,044 - hereafter 
Yamazaki) in view of Silver (U.S. Patent 5,104,818 -hereafter Silver) and further in view of 
Chang (US. Patent 5,064,775 - hereafter Chang), Zhang et al. (U.S. Patent 5,904,509 - 
hereafter Zhang et al.) and Miyasaka (U.S- Patent 6,455,360 - hereafter Miyasaka). Further, 
claims 44-48 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as unpatentable over Yamatakt xn view 
of Silver and further in view of Chang and further in view of Zhang et al., Miyasaka and 
Wolf et al. ("Silicon Processing for the VLSI Era Volume 1 : Process Technology" - hereafter 
Wolf et al.). Each of these rejections is traversed for the reasons advanced in detail below. 

initially, Applicants respectfully note that me pending claims are again rejected for 
based on the identical reasoning as detailed in the Office Action mailed June 16, 2005. That 
is the §l03(a) rejections in the Office Action mailed October 26, 2005 are verbatim of the 
prior art rejection in Office Action mailed June 16, 2005. The Examiner reasoned that the 
arguments submitted in the Amendment filed September 16, 2006 was not persuasive 
because the fact that Applicant has recognized another advantage which would flow naturally 
from following the suggestion of the prior art cannot be the basis for patentability when the 
differences would otherwise be obvious. The Examiner further reasoned that no unexpected 
results have been shown with respect to the claimed features. 

in response, the Examiner is reminded that to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, there must be (1) some suggestion or motivation (either in me references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art) to 
modify the reference or to combine reference teachings to achieve the claimed invention and 
(2) the prior art must teach or suggest all the claim hmitations. MPEP §2143. Also, simply 



W70W02.2 

PAGE 4/8 • RCVD AT 1/26/2006 6:24:22 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/32 ' DNIS:2738300 * CSID:866 741 0075 * DURATION (mm-ss):0244 



: -J'AN. 26. 2006" 7:39PM 



866 741 0075 



NO. 5374 P. 5 



Application No. 09/761,641 
Attorney Docket No. 740756-2249 

Page 3 



because the references «riUt *« - — ** ** ^ Pl4M1, ^ 

Mills, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

to the Amendment filed September 16. 2005, Applicants argued that a prma face 
«. of obviousness has no. been esablished by proofing daailed tenoning mar there . no 
ovation or suggestion U, combine mo cited references. B, ftiltag m consider AppUcan* 
arguments and by asserting M "Applied has recognized another advarttage winch would 
fiow nannall, front following me suggestion of me prior «, canno, .be the ta. .for 
patemabiUfy when me differences would otherwise be obvious", the Bxammer W » 
foUowMPEP^MStom^nprtMu/^caseofobviousnessrejection. 

F^her, the Examiner is respectfully requested to show where m me MPEP mat 
requires Applicant . show unexpected results wifh respec, <o ft. claimed features. Tha. ts 
in order «o make tit. alfegation ma, no unexp^ted result have been shown, <h=e mus. be 
deer basis and sound reasoning, rafoer man makihg a Cch all sufement. Furiher, wrihou, 
estoblishing a prma face case in *. rejection, such secondary consideration requnmg 
unexpeofeti result wnh respect m me claimed featwes is no. proper, esp^ly when no 
specific claimed features and no ground on which •'unexpected results have been shown 

based have been given. . 

If me Examiner still alleges dun unexpeded result were no. shown, Apphcanfs 
would respect revest me Examiner m review Applied dialled explanation of me 
p^tiTclaimed invention m me Amendment filed September .6, 2005 wh^m 
unexpired results have been cleariy esmblished. Tb. arguments submttied m the earner 
filed Amendment are incorporate herein by reference. 

Rmher. although me original specification and the cmren. prevention mstory of <■» 
« „ deemed sufficient in esufolishing unexpected result wim respecf m dm damned 
features, should filing an affidavit he necessary, Applicants would prepare and submtt 
statement referencing me unexpecmd results of tit. presenfly claimed invention 

Turning now ,o me prior ar, rejections, before tzaveming, AppHcante would H. to 

summarize the cited prior art references as follows. 

Yamazaki discloses, among other feamres, a semiconductor «« l»™g an 
amorphous silicon stiucmre over a subsume; crystaUizing me semiconductor film; and, a 
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..ri. of carton, nmogen. o*yge» are present in an .mount .ess thsn 5M0» 

atoms/cm . _ 

Silver discloses, among ^fe^imol^^nfrtcctanmdregton. 

Chang discloses, among other features, Implanon of Boron dopant «. a 

^"ang e, a,, science discloses fonning a soume region and a dmio region by 
plasma doping without mass separation of ions. 

' XL discloses forming a source region and a drain region by « dopmg w*out 

mass sepamuon using hydn.gena.en species of ft. impurity ions which are dduted . 

hydrogen to concentrations of about 0.1 to 10%. 
7 b the pending rejections, tire Examinee aUeged ft* i, would have he» obv,ou. *» 

to of Yam*** modined hy Silver ami Ch»g « he furfhe, modrned by M « 

aL, Ice plasma doping ia shown to be atmeble memod of M eeting ,™ n*. 
^odnctor. Additionally, the Examine alleged ura. it ^ J~ * 
vmt ss of YamazaK modi fi e4 hy Silver, Cha* and Z*** * be modrned by Zhang - A 
Lauae Miyasnka shows this to be a suitable combination to fomt doped regmn m tinn nln, 

" response, Applied respeC M1 y asses, ma, Zhang and Miyasalta do no, teach, 
ascoae or sugges, ion doping inn. a channe, segion. m auditioning 
doping is a simple and convenient doping memod and can be used for purpose do** 
JZtM^m^" Moseover. i, is known m* doping inn. channe ^ - 

7^ i x „ n51 nnel reeion has a lower concentration of the impurity 

high accuracy because 1) the channel region nas * 

, . •„ ..ainn, and 2") the concentration or the 
element (such Photon) man UBd of source and dnun regions am, 2) 

^ re gion e-y sffeo* a performance „, a dun film — ~ fba, ,s, dopmgu^a 
^ region ia ou«e diiferen, Son, doping in«o soume " *^~*^ 
Applied respectftily asser, ma, mere is no novation ,0 combme Zba^ - > » 
JL are ,el.,ed ,o me ion doping of me source and drain regrons Yamazata mod,fled by 
SUver.andCnang.wWchisreWed.outeionimpWtionoffteoh^melreg.om 

h, gencl in - IC fabrication pmcess, impurity ions are implamed w* . , » 
huplartation apparams. In me ion imp— appamms, hnpun,y ions a« acceded by 
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t lectrical field and then a mass separation is performed, so that only target ions 
means of an electrical fceia ana mrai r process 

- 1 ^ Therefore the ion implantation apparatus is suitable for a doping P 
are implanted. Therefore, me ion * h apparatus is very 

expensive and its tnrougnpui j we-size substrate has to be 

particularly for mass-production of display device in which a large size 

processed, (p. 2, ins. 8-17 of the specification) orcfer ably used 

, acmnT i 7 ed therein by a known method, thereby ionizing the container 
into a chamber and plasmanzed therem oy Although other ions (C, N, O 

• ♦« v,„ »MtA to a crystalline semiconductor film. Altnougnom 
imp unty ions to be added to cryst ^ no maSS separation is 

^ ^ «*v>«- than the tareet ion species may be aaaeo mui u» 

On to other hand, it has been difficult to preasely oontrol to tarset ons 

°V dop ed into to channel fbnnin* region for connoffing a threshold -due, (p. 2, 1 
amount to be dopeo mxo me v. impurity element 

17- P 3, 1.6 of the specification). For example, comparing FIGS. 23-25 FIGS 

11 andC N Concentrations, the impurity elementin the source gas: 
(boron) ana in, ^ ^ added as 

T7 and 28 (reference of C, N, O concentrations), it can be said that C,N,U 
1^ as the impurity element through the doping process when the ion doping 
_f ™*rt usine a source gas including 0.1% of an impurity element (p. 2, 1. 1 1 to p. 3 1 
P ™^T^X. applicants discovered mat the concentration of C, N O was 

of the specification) i-unn w . lementto0 .5to5%.(p.H,1.12top. 

decreased by raising the concentration of the >WW*** ^ ^ 



*— -* ■ M- ^ SCtame ' T J^HolIby reducing to introduction of to 

possibl. ,0 use to ion doping nretod fOr channel dopn* ^ tove bem 
^intended impurities. At lest for to reasons set fort, above, unexpected 



shown. 
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. wtcants respectfully remind the Examiner that the requirements for 
Again, Applicants respect y 

aching .^.J» - - *— * 1^ .irher in rhe 

• .h^^lves or to the knowledge generally available to one 01 oronr i 

to oomoin. the teachings; aacond, there m«* he a reasonable 

expectation oi success, <n"*» j« . -p^oniziris the problem the 

„ f t t,- Maim limitations. Without recogni-oug * 
must teach or suggest all of the claim limi tion to corn bine 

— ' — » — ^ -£ 1^:— " r — e, in the 
the prior art references, a jrima facie case ot obvious* 

such a conference. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Luan C. Do 

Registration No. 38,434 



NIXON PEABODY LLP 
Suite 900, 401 9 th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C 20004-2128 
(202) 585-8000 
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